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This document presents the results of a study
designed to elicit characteristics of professors in the field of the
social sciences in the California State Colleges. The findings of the
study support previous findings related to other social scientists in
other parts of the country. Highlights of the findings include: (1)
Sccial scientists tend to be more liberal and radical in their
political views than other faculty. (2) Along with professors in the
humanities, social scientists are more tolerant and permissive
regarding questions of student rights, campus rules, campus speakers,
premarital sex, and other issues. (3) Social scientists are more
research oriented than other faculty, including faculty in the
natural sciences. (4) Social scientists are more likely than other
faculty to see the provision of a broad general education as the main
purpose of higher education, in contrast to other faculty who tend to
endorse either the vocational aspects of education or the view of
higher education as a path to self-knowledge. (Author/HS)
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higher education is that there is such a scarcily of empirical research on col~
lege faculty ard on colleges and universities as functioningz orpanizations, It
is ofton claimsd that profossors have eagerly embraced the study of virtually
overything but themselves and the institutions of which they are a part. Even
in the recent surge of interest about higher education most of the work that has
been done has boen concerned with student protest rather thrn with the institu=-
tions or the psople who operate them, It takes only a cursory review of thg
literature to support this complaint.

It is true, however, that the situation is starting to change. There is
a growing body of research appearing in monographs and articles which is focused
upon one or another aspect of higher education as an organization., At the level
o! major, large-scale research the series of studies issued by the Carnegie
Foundation stands out in its concern with the institutional facets of colleges
and universities, In addition, others outside of the Carnegio Foundation's
realm have boen making significant ard stimilating contributions. Names which
come immediately to mind in this respect are David Riesman, Ch?gstgpher Jeneks.,
and Edward Gross, although others could also bs cited,

Studies of faculty are still less prevalent in the literature, Two very
large-scale studies are now in process,.but only a little data has been publish-
ed from thess to date, Specifically, these are studies done by Martin Trow ard
Seymour Lipset in the one case, and by Talcott Parsons in the other. Both
are interested in providing thorough and detailed analyses of faculty character=-
istics, and when they are completed each will urdoubtably be a very important
contribution to our knowledge. At the moment, though, the researcher exploring
a problem having to do with faculty is usually hard pressed to find much by way

of prior work upon which to build.



These statoments should not lead one to the conelusion that there is
little general literature on professors or colleges, Quite the nontrary. The
Journals doaling with higher education gﬁgnnﬂ with essays abtout faculty merbers
and collegos, but almost all of these presentations are Statgmﬂnt§ of opinion,
belief, or unsystematic obsorvation, The central problem 45 not one eof a lack
of interest or willingness to comment, but rather one of a relative abserce of
scientific empirical study.

One of the lines of analysis that is emerging on faculty is that addressed
to the problems of faculty cultures., That is, some of the presoent work that is
belng corducted has taken as a starting point the ides that faculty are not a
unitary gggup. This point was cogently brought forth by C,P. Srow in his
germinal discussions of the "two cultures," Partially drawing upon his personal
experiences and partially from his cbsérvatiéns of frierds ard colleagues, Snow
contended that an important and widening breach was developing botwsen the
sciences and the humanities. In Snow's view this goparation was unfcrtungts;
but at the same time very real ard increasingly imp@fténti Without pursuing
these points here suffice it to say that Snow brought to the open an issue
which has stimulated empirical research on faculty,

Another scholar who emphasized the fact that ﬁgjar differences exist
among college instructors was Alvin Gouldner, Using survey tachniques in the
context of a midwestern colloge Gouldner documented the existernce of major
differences among professors in terms of their orientations to their academie
disciplines and their EQllégéSa- To employ Gouldnert's terms faculties consist
of parécns with "local", "ecosmopolitan!, or intermediate commitments, The
locals were those who saw their priﬁé interests alljerd with those of the school,
while cosmopolitans were those whose main attachments were to their diseipline.

The oxpsriences of most of us associated with highor education would, I am

sure, tend to support the thesis that there are significant differences among



faculty membors and that those are related to the zcademic Tiolds, Professors
of physical education are normelly quite unlike instructors in art, and the
differences botween them terd to be diffuro, Thorough analyses of such dife
ferences, however, are somewhat rare; amd even more searce aro studies that
examine the consequences of such differences, especially as thess affect

the educational process, studonts, institutions, or the integration of the

academic community,

have also come to play important pgrts in the eharacter of colleges, The
running battles that sre waged on mawy campuses between the '"voeationalists"
ard the "scsdemics" are but one 1llustration, Similar conflicts take place
between 'educationists" and those in the "liberal cdue ation" proups; and be-
tween "gﬁtivists“ and "traditionalists." Granted that such orientationsl
schisms do not insvitably e@rraséanﬂ to diseiplinary bounrdaries, it still
grows from observation that each of the orientations is not randomly dis=
tributed among people in all corners of a campus., The proportion of faculty
with an "actlvist" orientation in departments of engineering, horo economics,
or business is undcubtably much lower than one would find in soeiology,
political science, or English, Similarly, one would not anticipate fimding
many instrictors with "academic' leanings in departments of industrial
technology, nor many 'vocationalists" in departments of philosophy,

These general and almost common sense statements are based more upon
casval observation than careful amd orderly enalysis, Purther, these observa~
tions merely describe broad areas of diffarenga,'withaui making any attempt

to explain their origin or significance,



Theru aro at least three geod reasons for singling out sceial sefentists
as the central group for an analysis of this sort, First, tho significance of
the social sciences in American higher sducation has never been presters The
strong interest of stédents in the diseiplines making up the soeilal scienses
has boen demonstrated by the rapidly expanding enrollments in dopartronts of
antﬁrgpalagy. psychology, politieal science, sosiology, history, geography,
ethnic studies, and even economics. Thus, the influence of profesgional
social scientists upon tho present student genoration is well worth axamining,
if for no other reason than 1ts potential effects, Secord, the general imw
portanca of the social scienses in the broad soniety has been increasing and
this has been refleected in the shaping of societal policy, Given this impaet
it is holpful te Le better aware of the characteristics of those at the core
of these sciences, Finally, for purposes of this paper social seientists were
chosen as the focal group bssause I felt that such an emphasis was appropriate
to s national conventian of this sort and probably would be of more intsrest
than an analysis dealing with naturel scientists or prafﬁssgrs of education,

The data upon which the remsirder of this discussion posts was collected
in two separate surveys of faculty membars within the California State College
system, Each of the surveys was primarily concerned with the question of
faculty views on colleetive bargaining, but each was designed to yield a good
deal of information which could be examined for other purposes.,

The first of the surveys was done in the Spring of 1968 and included a
fifty porcent sample of the fulle-time faculties of four northern GElifﬂ?ﬂ;a
State Colleges, The second study was ruch broader in scope, ineluding admin-
istrators as well as faculty, and the survey phase of the work was done in
January, 1970,

In the 1968 survey a total of 1,106 profossors wore sent a quastionnaire,

and of those 497 (approximately 45 percent) replied with useable responses,



An oZamrination ai‘ ths responses vis a vis the charactoeristics of the sample, and
vis a vig the total faculty population of the four ecolloges survoyed revealsed
that the respondents were gonerally ropresentative.

The ,total) sample for the 1970 survsy;numbarad 1,500 faculty, Useable ro=
sponses to Lho mail questionnaire came from 835 professors, or g6 percent of
those surveyed. Arain, an analysis of the rospondents indicated that along
the linss whore comparisons could be made thay were closely ropreséntative of
the sample.

In brief, the data which ﬁill be presentad can reasonably be assumsd to
be accurate for the fécultias of the California State Colleges, It is not
known, however, to what degree ganeraiizétiﬂns can be made from the population
of C.5.C, instructors to the overall community of faculty, and it is because of
this that the present study does not attempt to set forth any statements with
broader applicability than the C.5.C,

It would be erroneous to say that there has been no empirigal work on
faculty cultures to use as a stepping off point for the analysis to follow,
Three studices have dealt with ths.issue, although each in somewhat different

ways. Those are: 1, ILionel lewis, "Iwo Cultures: Some Empirical Findings",

Educational Record, 48, Summer, 1967, 260=267; Charies Spaulding smd Henry
Turner, !"Political Orientation and Fiold of Spocialization Among College Profos=
5. 8", Sociolo Yﬁéi,E@??at;gg. 48, Summer, 1968, 247-262; amd Jorry Gaff and

Robert Wilson, "Faculty Cultures amd Interdisciplinary Studies", The Journal of

Higher Bducation, 42, March, 1971, 186-201,
Drawing upon the conclusions of these studies one ean begin with the follow=
ing generalizations about social scientists:

1, they tend to be more liberal and radical in their political views
than other faculty I

2. along with professors in the humanities, they are pore tolerant
and permlssive regarding questions of student rights, campus rules,



¢8Mhy . spoakerg, premariial sex, and other issues,

, theéy . re mOTe pascarch oriented than other faculty, including
fatayyy in the patural geionces,

B théy aré Morg 1ikely than othsy faculty to sae the provision of
~ 8 Dnoad £oNory] eduCation a5 the main purpose of hipker education,
N aontrast to other faeulty who tend to endorse either tho
VO tional aspoets of education or tho view of higher education
48 a Pgtph ta Sélfﬁkﬂ@?}l&dgép
Usihg the SUpyey data gited earljer the present discussion will begin by
se0ind I thes?® Repers} Chapactoristics hold within the C.5.C. faculty group.
Po13ti023 1440308y ‘
The ga¢qe fTOp poth Of the CeS.C, surveys supports the conclusions of the

other *tugies thay gocdal geientists terd to bé more liberal o» yadical in
their POUitica} Oriontations than other professors. The findings on this point
are pro¥igeq 41 Taple 1é |

From the fiBypes 4n the table it can be geen that although social scientists
are more wigrt" iy gheir pPolitical ideologios than other faculty they are much
more ﬂﬂlikg ghoir c0lloaBues in the professional fields than instructors in the
othar Hbgray 8¥ts 34861Plines (humgnjties and natural seiencez), MNonetheless,
even ﬁithiﬁ the llbafﬂl arts category social seientists differ significantly
from P8 gther tRaghons.

The pcssibla caus@s Of these differences yill ba discussed later, but the
marked d@-‘greg of their PTesence goes g long way in helping to explain conflict
that oftay gy4sts betﬁéan-faculty in the soeial sciences and those in other
areass UThat 151 The high proportion of persons of liberal and radical bent
among S%¢3,) soi®ngygts Often makes their courses and program suspect in the
6, 5 0f Otpgy PrOTegsorss espocially faculty 4n businogs end engineering where
the ideglﬁgias of the iﬁstrg;tefs are almost éhs opposite to those. of soeial
YSEiBﬂtistai

The 1o11446aY gnd 5004a]1 leaning of social soientigts is institutionally




sinéﬁgad in their political party 4gontifications., Findings from the 1970
Eufﬁé& on this Point are shown in Table 2. To a mueh greater oxtent than is
gro® Tor othors the social scientists state 5 preforence for the Demooratic
pgfﬁy‘ and 881N they diffar most in this rogard from the faculty in the profes-
si@ﬂgl f1eldse Interestingly howevey, the percentage of social seiontists ine
di&gtihg nothor" or tneithap! choices 18 not much difforent fr a1 that of pl:‘-c;
fEE’gDFS in the other groups, Thus the Political and soeial ideological bent
of ¥ soctal Selentists is not aimeq at "dropping out" or rehelling apainst the
pﬂiitieal mechanisys of the society, tut rather is-channelled through the existe
ing POAy ¢ypal Structure.

Thyg pigh affinity of social scientists for the Democratic party adds to
- vao of SAfarame botueen Persons in the field and others, although in
tor?’ OF camPis bohgyior it probably pmersly meinforces the "leftist" image of
Seﬁigl Sciontists held Dy other faculty,

*

Axgdémia Q?ientgtign

The work f Garf and Wilson and that of Lowis imdicated that social
aeiéﬂtl&ts are MOFe yestarch oriented than other faculty, Again the present
dats " inforoes this firding, Table 3 contains the findings on the point.
The ye1ative difference between natural and social scientists in their
QPigﬂtati@“ is Quite interestings Ong would axpécﬁ that given the heavy
amgﬁ§5is upon Te€search in the physical and biological seiences professors in

Yhos? fiélds would be among the most nesoarch oriented of college faculty,

Asor Blven the more 1iberal political leanings of social scientists one would

anbigipate that they yould be pore teaching oriented.
hay could be at work ip producing these differences, of course, is a
Pbggess of gelection 4n the ¢p11ege teaching careers That is, the more research

ﬁkisﬂﬂ&i ngtural Sciantists might be yore Prone to taking positions with govern=

[:R\!: Mont 0" Ingystry Whapg wellegypanced pgsearch facilities are available, or at




least they ﬁay-ba less likely to Join state college facultiss, sineo rosearch
is 1e3s emphasized ard less well supported outside of the ma jor universities.

. In the instanze of social seientists no broad range of research options exist
outsido of the academic world, In addition, eoven if sueh opportunities were
available, given the political ideologiocs of most soclal scientists, they might
not be attractive, That is, the social scientist might be more Jikaiy to view
warkiﬂg;fcr irdustry or the government in research as providing help to the
Establishmeont in its efforts to maintain the status quo.

In any case, these differonces in academic orientation éguplad with those
cited before serve to further distinguish tﬁa social selentist from faculty in
other fields, |

The question of general educational orientation was also pursued in the
1968 and 1970 studjes. The persons sampled were asked to indiééte thair'm;in
-g@mmitMEntg in terms of six possibilities, ranging from.the area of education
generally to that of their academic disci%liﬂa. Table 4 roports the responses
to this question,

It 45 interesting that in spite of other orientational and ideological
differences social scientists are quite close to the other fields in terms of
their Prime commitments. The table does, of courss, demonstrate a number of
specifie differences between persons in disciplirary areas, but overall social
scientists are very close to the norm on these items. Especially within the
liberal arts fields there are high degrees of similarity among faeulty.

Other 1ines of analysis were also followed in each of the studies, particu-
larly on the question of satisfaction, Most of these did not yield any éatg
which would distinguish saéial scientists from other professors, Social
scientlsts weroe essentially the same as other faeultﬁ‘in thelr satisfaction
with their discipline as a career choice, with college teaching as a career,

ERIC end with their Present collepes, When further asked their assessment of the




prosent quality of most collepe teaching secial secientists did not exprass any
higher or lower lovels of satisfaction or dissatisfaction than others,

When askod questions dealing with scadenic governince and the current
economic and social state of the profession of college toaching, social sciontists
did stamd out. The precportion of sodial seientists dissatisfied with the admin-
istration of their local colleges was slightly higher than the nornm, but. .not
significantly so. When the C.5.C. sample was asked, however, its satisfaétjén
with governarce at the statewide level, social secientists were found to be the
most dissatisfied of all faculty pgroups. Again; they were closer in this view
to their collezgues in the liberal arts, but oven within that grouping the social
scientists stood out as the least satisfied. This focusing of discontent on
the statewlde level probably reflects a greater awarensss by professors in the
soclal seiense fields of the workings of government and ths play of political
pressures at the statewide level of povernance,

This unhappiness with statewide governance in the State Colleges is also
seen in the higher percentages of social scientists (ard faculty in the humani=
ties) whe believe that greater militaney is nscessary to deal with the problems
of ca;lega teachers, Sixty three percent of the social scientists, and sixty
seven percent of those in the humanities, endorsed the bslief in greater mili-
tancy, compared to thirty eight percent of those in business, forty percent of
the respordents in enginaéringi ard forty three parcent of those in other pro-
fessional areas.,

'The dissatisfaction and support for militancy is not aimless or diffuse,
Instructors in the socizl seiences (and “he humanities) favor the éstablishmaﬁt
of collective bargaining for faculty to a substantially greater depree than préi
fessors in other fisids. Seventy percent of the social scientists and seventy

two percent of humsnities teachars support bargaining., For the sample a5 a
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whole ths proportion holding this viow was 61 parecent. Another measure of this
perspactive is tha dapree of A.F.T. membarship among the profassors, and as one
would expect hipghsy Pafeénfagés of zoeinl selentists and humanitles faculty
were union membirs, Ths proportiens telaﬁging to & movre professional, lass
bread ard butter proup, the A.AJU.P. were not markedly different whan social
sclentists vere compared with other instiuctors,

Thus as in ths case of politieal ldeolopgy the accdomie dissatisfaetions
of socisl sclence faculty are given direction through available institutional
structuras, in this instarces the teachers! union,

Backgrovnd

tional, and soeial differencos in perspective among teachers can be traced in
part to the social béckgraunda ef the people invelved, To pufsﬁa this point
the social backgroumds of the faecully mambers ware examined in terms of the
main occupation of their fathers, The results are provided in Table 5,

Based upon this data it does not appsar that social scientists differ
significantly from the average for prafassérs &8s a vhole, No markedly higher
proportion of soeial scientists come from manual or non-manusl backgrounds
than is true for most of the other groups. In fact, with only a few specific
oxpections, most college profossors terd to coms from the variocus types of
social backgrounds in very similar proportions.

A further analysis in terms of the adﬁgatianal lavel of the faculty members!
fathers also revealed little diffarangﬁs-gmang them, To the extent that .ny ona
group was especially distinguished in the analysis it was the aﬁgingars;.whe ™
proved mch more likely than other instructors to come from homes in which the
father had a college degree ( 62 percent as compared to 43 psrcent for the sampls.

as a whols),
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The finding that professors in tha various fields ara quite similar in their
backgrounds in consistent with other research on college freulty ; if rot with
popular myths sbout érafgssarial backerourds, Thg consistency préhably reflects
the presence of important variables in the processes of occupational selection
and socialization, That is, people who opt for carsers in colloge~level teaching
probably hold similar values which override the differences batween the diseiplines
they choose. Also, these values are in turn quite likely to be the product of
particular kirds of family ard early childhood environments whieh survey data to
date has mot tapped.

The very great import of graduate training cannot be overlooked, During the
graduate school years the person not only learns his fiold, he is oxposed to in-
tense sceigiizgtian ints the perspactives amd values of the discipline, 1In
addition he mst demonstrate a commitment to these values, As a study of graduate
training has shown those students who are successful in advanced programs are those
who achieve these erds, while those who cannot or will not make the necessary
commitments do not finish the programs. (See: Charles Wright, "Changes in the

» Osoupational Commitment of Graduate Sociology Studants" Sociological Inguiry,

37, Wintor, 1967, 55-62) Thus, the practictioners in any given;disciplina. being
those who were sucsessful in mastering the graduate requirements, could be expectad
to reveal high levels of similarity in eduoational, social, and politiecal viaws,

The magnitude of advamped training is undoubtably great amd if the data and
the interpretation givon above are correct it proves more important than baelkground
in ghaping the ariantaticns and gttitudes of fasulty members,

Conolusions

The findings .of the present studg are in agreament with earlier work on
the subject of faaulty gulturas, and they reinforce theso Pravious fimdings,
Tho main distinguiehing characteristics of soclal solentists which emergo from

this work seem to be the general politicalesocial=aducational 6riehtgtian




they hold. The orientation can be seen as resting upon a single core concept =
liberslity. The trait taken alone is hardly unique to pecople in the soeial
sciences, but within those disciplines it assumes an importance well bayond its
role in the other fields.

Liberality is evidaenced in the political domain by the party affiliations aid
political ideologies of soeial scienge teachers, In the strict educational arena
it takes ih@ form of high d;érees of tolerance of student behsvior and one might
expect a groater flexibility in educational styls, When professional (employeso)
issues are considered the libarality of the socis? seientists appesars in their
higher than average representation in the teachers! unien and in their marked
level of support for ecollective bargaining.

Interestingly, the basic educational views of social science professors are
not much differont than those of other college teachers, save for the deeper
commitmont to research on the oart of the social seientists, Further, with
regard to local campus governance social scientists are only slightly more dis=-
satisfied than other faculty, Imdeed, such dissatisfactions as social selentists
" hold are 1argely foeusad upon the statewide level of coocrdination and control = a
level whore political issues and ideology tend to play a very important role in
shaping educational policy,

Overall, the C.S.C. survey data undorscores tho presence of and importance
of faculty cultures, It also shows, however, that tﬁ; lines eléng_whiah faculty
schlsms oxist do not necessarily follow strict disoiplinary boundaries., On the
matter of main educational orientation, for example, divisions batweon "educa=
tionists" and "disedplinaraians" appear within cach of the faculty disoiplinary
groupings,

It is possible that the "aducation-disopline" divisian is more typleal of
stato collegos than other kinds of institutions of higher cdueation, At the uni~-

versity lovel, for example, one would gntieipate'that most praf&cagrs are almost
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totally commited to thoir diszeiplines, while at comrmunity colleges one would
expact much stronger orientations to education, State collepes, with their
traditions of being toeacher training schools on the one hand, and their ambitions
to becoms universities on the other, reflect this duality in the orientations
prevalent among their faculties, @

In any caséi social seientists are neither so different from other faculty
as some may believe, nor are they simply the same as all other professors. The

concept of faculty culture must Eg viewed as multi-dimensionsl, with the various

issue at hand. Stated gnother way, faculties are much like society as seen from
the perspeotive of the politiocal pluralist, Definite positions and poles exist
and these are not random, Yet, the clusters whieh form to constitute a faculty
culture on one kind of issue may be quite different than those which emerge on
g second type of question,

Needless to say a great deal more research is necessary bafore stréngar
ard clearer gensralizations ean be formulated én’this subjoet. We can hypothe-
" size that the present effocts of coherent faculty cultures are very strong -
in the impact they have upon students and in the integration of the schools
themselves. The liberality of soelal science instructors undoubtably affects
their gtudants. mich as the eonservatism of business and engineering professors
affects thoir students, The extent of this impact and its long=run consequences,
hovever, remain to be studied, but it has undoubtably already been seen in short-
run terms in the higher oroportion of social seienee and humanities students who
were activo in student protest movements,

The current pross for cduscational innovation is doperdént in many ways upon
the nature amd strength of faculty cultures, In this area, however, the 1ibaraliéy'
of sooial wolontists may make them more condusive to change, but their rescarch

orientation and their interral divisions in educational perspective, may mean that
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only certain kirds of innovations can be carried forward in their fields, It
also suggests, as Gaff ard Wilson supgpest in their article, that interdisciplinary
innovation is moh more likely to succsed through the combination of certain
fields where the faculty cultures are similar tﬁan it 15 botween areas where

these cultures are markedly different, They predict this would be true, even
though logic might imply interdisciplinary alliances along lines rather differanﬁ
from those supported by a similarity in faculty culture,

Clearly, mich more research on faculty is called for, Studies of profossors
and instructors in all segments and types of institutions should be done, . The
data presented in this paper reinforces earlier firdings, but alse implies that
not only are faculties not unitary, faculty cultures are themselves shifting
ard moving phonomona, Additional wérk, drawing upon the pluralistic model
ampl@yed in the analysis of political processes would undoubtably prove fruitful
in adding to our understanding faculty cultures and thus:our understanding of

ourselves,
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